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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the form and legal 
phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "comprising" (found in the abstract on 
line 3) should be avoided. In the abstract, line 3, the recitation of "comprising" should 
be -includes--. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 



Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
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only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-5, 10-11,13, 17-18, 20 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by McAfee et al. (U.S. 2003/0206312 A1). 

As to claim 1, McAfee et al. discloses a method for outputting information 
comprising: accessing information associated with an application accessible from a 
computer system (see figure 1 , computer 102) located at a first location; requesting 
output of said information to an electronic device (local printer 120, remote printer 128); 
determining a location of said electronic device (see paragraph 0054); determining if 
said first location is remote to said location of said electronic device (see paragraph 
0054); and if said first location is remote to said location of said electronic device, 
preventing output of said information to said electronic device (see paragraph 0045). 

As to claim 2, McAfee et al. discloses wherein said electronic device is a printing 
device (120, 128) and said information represents an electronic representation of a 
document (see paragraphs 0045 and 0054). 

As to claim 3, McAfee et al. discloses determining a default printer associated 
with said application; and if said default printer is remote to said first location, 
automatically modifying said default printer such that said default printer is local to said 
first location (see paragraphs 0044-0045 and 0054). 

As to claim 4, McAfee et al. discloses wherein said preventing output 
comprises rendering a user alert (reads on: a window to pop up on the user's computer 
screen, the user is prompted to click a button to confirm remote printing) when said first 
location is remote to said location of said electronic device (see paragraph 0045). 
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As to claim 5, McAfee et al. discloses allowing output of said information to said 
electronic device in response to a user validation (reads on: user prompted to click 
button in the windows to confirm the remote printing) (see paragraph 0045). 

As to claim 10, McAfee et al. discloses a system for detecting information output 
to a remote device (see figure 4, remote printer 28) comprising: a first electronic device 
(computer 102) in a first location and comprising information; an application accessible 
from said first electronic device (computer 102) and for requesting output of said 
information to a second electronic device (remote printer 28) in a second location; 
a location determiner (see figure 6, 112, 190) in communication with said first electronic 
device (computer 102) and for determining if said first location is remote to said second 
location (see paragraphs 0044 and 0054); and a data output request filter (see 
paragraphs 0044-0045) for filtering information output requests from said application if 
said first location is remote to said second location. 

As to claim 1 1 , McAfee et al. discloses wherein said second electronic device is 
a printing device (remote printer 28). 

As to claim 13, McAfee et al. discloses a modifier for modifying default settings 
associated with said application based on said first location and said second location 
wherein said modifier automatically selects a local electronic device to receive output 
from said first electronic device (see paragraphs 0044-0045 and 0054). 

As to claim 17, McAfee et al. discloses wherein said filter generates an alert 
when said second electronic device is remote to said first electronic device and 
temporarily suspends output to said second electronic device (see paragraph 0045). 
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As to claim 18, McAfee et al. discloses a method for printing (see figure 1) 
comprising: accessing a request to output a data file associated with an application 
accessible from a first electronic device (computer 102) situated at a first location; 
determining that said request targets a first printer (remote printer 128); determining a 
location associated with said first printer (see paragraph 0054); determining if said first 
location is remote to said location of said first printer (see paragraphs 0044-0045 and 
0054); and filtering said request (reads on: the printer driver may cause a window to pop 
up on the user's computer screen to inform the user that the print job is going to be 
submitted to a remote printer. The user could also be prompted to click on a button in 
the window to confirm the remote printing process before the print job can be sent to the 
remote printer; i.e., first requiring confirmation from the user; see paragraph 0045)user if 
said first location is remote to said location of said first printer (see paragraph 0045). 

As to claim 20, McAfee et al. discloses wherein said filtering comprises 
automatically modifying default print options of said first electronic device such that said 
request is routed to a second printer (local printer 120) local to said first location (see 
paragraphs 0044-0045 and 0054). 

As to claim 23, McAfee et al. discloses generating an alert on said first electronic 
device when said first location is remote to said first printer and allowing said request to 
said first printer in response to a user validation (see paragraph 0045). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 6, 7, 9, 12, 14, 15, 16, 19, 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over McAfee et al. (U.S. 2003/0206312 A1). 

As to claim 6, McAfee et al. teaches that the confirmation feature can be disabled 
by the user (see paragraph 0045) and wherein said preventing output comprises 
rendering a user alert (see paragraph 0045). 

McAfee et al. does not teach wherein said preventing output comprises disabling 
a graphical icon or menu option on said computer system that is associated with said 
electronic device. 

The examiner is taking "Official Notice" that wherein said preventing output 
comprises disabling a graphical icon or menu option on said computer system that is 
associated with said electronic device (i.e., printer) is well known in the computer-printer 
technology. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein said 
preventing output comprises disabling a graphical icon or menu option on said computer 
system that is associated with said electronic device. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein said preventing output 
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comprises disabling a graphical icon or menu option on said computer system that is 
associated with said electronic device, because of the following reason(s): (l)disabling 
a graphical icon or menu option on said computer is an alternative method for 
preventing output by altering the user to the remote printing process, this requires from 
the user the action to enable the graphical icon or menu option on the computer 
similarly as a confirmation feature, in order to confirm by the user and enable the user to 
print by the remote printing process; (2) disabling a graphical icon or menu option will 
prevent the accidental printing to the remote printer. 

As to claim 7, McAfee et al. teaches determining said first location and said 
location of said electronic device (see paragraph 0054). McAfee et al. discloses the 
remote printer can be accessed via a location identifier in accordance with well know 
communication techniques. 

McAfee et al. does not teach determining said first location and said location of 
said electronic device based on global positioning satellite (GPS) data. 

The examiner takes "Official Notice" that determining a location and said location 
of said electronic device based on global positioning satellite (GPS) data is well known 
in the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein said 
determining said first location and said location of said electronic device is based on 
global positioning satellite (GPS) data. 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein said determining said 
first location and said location of said electronic device is based on global positioning 
satellite (GPS) data because of the following reason(s): (1) McAfee et al. indicates at 
paragraph 0054 that the remote printer can be accessed via a location identifier in 
accordance with well known communication techniques, and finding or determining a 
location based on GPS data is well known and commonly employed in today 
technology. 

As to claim 9, McAfee et al. teaches determining said first location and said 
location of said electronic device (see paragraph 0054). McAfee et al. discloses the 
remote printer can be accessed via a location identifier in accordance with well know 
communication techniques. 

McAfee et al. does not teach determining said first location and said location of 
said electronic device from network topography data. 

The examiner takes "Official Notice" that determining a location and said location 
of said electronic device from network topography data is well known in the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein said 
determining said first location and said location of said electronic device from network 
topography data. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein said determining said 
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first location and said location of said electronic device from network topography data 
because of the following reason(s): (1 ) McAfee et al. indicates at paragraph 0054 that 
the remote printer can be accessed via a location identifier in accordance with well 
known communication techniques, and determining a location from network topography 
data is well known and commonly employed in today networking technology. 

As to claim 12, McAfee et al. teaches wherein said first electronic device 
(computer 102) comprises a display screen (see figurers 3 and 5, 158) for displaying a 
print icon associated with said printing device. McAfee et al. does not specifically 
specifies wherein said filter is also for disabling said print icon is disabled by said filter 
when said first location is remote to said second location. 

The examiner is taking "Official Notice" that disabling a print icon is well known in 
the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein said filter is 
also for disabling said print icon is disabled by said filter when said first location is 
remote to said second location. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein said filter is also for 
disabling said print icon is disabled by said filter when said first location is remote to 
said second location, because of the following reason(s): (l)disabling a print icon on the 
computer is an alternative method for preventing output to a remote printer by altering 
the computer user to the remote printing request operation, this requires from the user 
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an action to activate or enable the print icon on the computer screen similarly as a 
confirmation feature, in order to confirm by the user and enable the user to be able to 
print to a remote printing machine; (2) disabling a print icon will prevent the accidental 
printing of sensitive or important information to a remote printer, and will prevent 
accidental printing to a remote printer. 

Claim 14 recites the same or similar claim limitation(s) as recited in claim 7. 
Therefore, claim 14 is rejected similarly as claim 7. Applicant is directed to the remarks 
and the discussion made in claim 7 above. 

Claim 15 recites the same or similar claim limitation(s) as recited in claim 9. 
Therefore, claim 15 is rejected similarly as claim 9. Applicant is directed to the remarks 
and the discussion made in claim 9 above. 

As to claim 16, McAfee et al. teaches wherein the second electronic device 
(remote printer 28) is an electronic device. 

McAfee et al. does not specifically specify that wherein the second electronic 
device is a portable electronic device. 

The examiner is taking "Official Notice" that wherein the second electronic device 
is a portable electronic device is well known in the art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein the second 
electronic device is a portable electronic device. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. wherein the second electronic 
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device is a portable electronic device because of the following reason(s): so that the 
electronic device can be carried or moved to other locations desired by the user, and, a 
portable electronic device will allow the user an advantage to easily carry and 
conveniently travel with the portable electronic device to any desired destinations by the 
user. 

As to claim 19, applicant is directed to the remarks and the discussion made in 
claims 6 and 12 above. 

As to claim 21, applicant is directed to the remarks and the discussion made in 
claims 7 and 14 above. 

As to claim 22, applicant is directed to the remarks and the discussion made in 
claims 9 and 15 above. 

Claims 8 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McAfee et al. (U.S. 2003/0206312 A1 ) in view of Motegi (U.S. 6,307,640 B1). 

As to claim 8, McAfee et al. does not specifically specifies determining if said 
information is sensitive; and wherein said preventing output only prevents output if said 
information is sensitive. 

Motegi teaches determining if said information is sensitive and wherein said 
preventing output only prevents output if said information is sensitive (see column 1, line 
5 to column 2, line 15 and the abstract). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. by determining if said 
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information is sensitive; and wherein said preventing output only prevents output if said 
information is sensitive. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified McAfee et al. by the teaching of Motegi to 
include determining if said information is sensitive; and wherein said preventing output 
only prevents output if said information is sensitive because of the following reason(s): 
(1) so as to prevent other individuals or users from viewing printed documents 
containing confidential, secure or sensitive information; and (2) for the reasons indicated 
and taught by Motegi at column 1 , line 5 to column 2, line 15. 

As to claim 24, applicant is directed to the remarks and the discussion made in 
claim 8 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Motegi 
(U.S. 6,307,640 B1). 

As to claim 25, Motegi (U.S. 6,307,640 B1) discloses a method for preventing 
accidental output of information comprising: accessing information associated with an 
application accessible from a computer system (computer A-D, 101-104); requesting 
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output of said information to an electronic device (printers A-D, 107-1 10); determining if 
said information is sensitive (see column 1, line 5 to column 2, line 15 and the abstract); 
and if said information is sensitive, preventing output of said information to said 
electronic device (see column 1, line 5 to column 2, line 15 and the abstract). 

As to claim 26, Motegi (U.S. 6,307,640 B1) discloses wherein said preventing 
output comprises rendering a user alert (the host computer sends the job number to the 
terminal computer) when said information is sensitive (see column 1 , line 5 to column 2, 
line 15 and the abstract and see figure 3). 

As to claim 27, Motegi (U.S. 6,307,640 B1) discloses allowing output of 
said information to said electronic device in response to a user validation (i.e., user 
enters the user's password and job number). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Corlett et al. (U.S. 7,463,374 B2) teaches methods and apparatus for secure 
printing. 

Takimoto (U.S. 6,202,092 B1 ) teaches print system managing the security of a 
printer shared on a network and security validating section. 

Cherry et al. (U.S. 7,321 ,435 B2) teaches a system and method for authorizing 
printing services. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dov Popovici whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4083. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Coles can be reached on 571-272-7402. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Dov Popovici/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



